Message

From: Walker, Stuart [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=6907CF9284BF4BD5831517C27ECEIC53-SWALKEQ2]

Sent: 8/2/2018 2:33:41 PM

To: Poore, Christine [Poore.Christine@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Hunters Point FW: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

your welcome

From: Poore, Christine

Sent: Thursday, August 2, 2018 9:56 AM

To: Walker, Stuart

Subject: RE: Hunters Point FW: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Thanks!

From: Walker, Stuart

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:49 PM

To: Lowery, Brigid <Lowery.Brigid@epa.gov>; Jennings, Robert <Jennings.Robert@epa.gov>; Libelo, Laurence
<libelo.Laurence@epa.gov>; Kappelman, David <Kappelman.David@epa.gov>; Nguyen, Lyndsey
<Nguyen.Lyndsey@epa.gov>; Anderson, RobinM <Anderson.RobinM@epa.gov>; Poore, Christine
<Poore.Christine@epa.gov>

Cc: Edwards, Jennifer <Edwards.Jennifer@epa.gov>; Sands, Charles <Sands.Charles@epa.gov>; Hovis, Jennifer
<Hovis.Jennifer@epa.gov>

Subject: Hunters Point FW: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Fyi, guestion from R9 and answer from Jen

Stuart Walker

Superfund Remedial program National Radiation Expert
Science Policy Branch

Assessment and Remediation Division

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
W (703) 603-8748

C (202) 262-9986

From: Edwards, Jennifer

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:45 AM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>; Walker, Stuart <Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>; Sands, Charles
<Sands.Charles@epa.gov>; McEaddy, Monica <McEaddy.Monica@epa.gov>

Cc: Ball, Harold <Ball.Harold@epa.gov>; Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Hi Lily,
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Thank you for reaching out! The FYR guidance that is referenced in the email chain below has not changed, so
that is still the relevant approach for evaluating whether the exposure assumptions, toxicity factors, cleanup
levels {etc) used at the time of remedy selection are still valid. Stuart or other risk assessment folks would be
best to help you zero in on the current risk assessment methodology to use when actually doing the
evaluation/modelling, but the process for considering changes in the FYR is in the guidance and is what is
shown/highlighted below.

Below are links to where the FYR guidance and other FYR information can now be found on the website, and a
direct link to the 2001 guidance itself.

FYR websites:

s https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-five-year-reviews (general info)
o https://www.epa.gov/superfund/writing-five-year-reviews-superfund-sites (guidance)

Direct link to 2001 FYR guidance (referenced in email chain below):

e hitp://semspub.epa.gov/sre/document/11/128607

| also added the RS FYR coordinators as ccs on this chain in case you have questions that they can assist with--
they may have addressed these kinds of questions in other FYRs recently.

Thank you,
Jenn

Jenn Edwards

Environmental Sclentist

Construction and Post Construction Management Branch
VSERA Superfund 5204P

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW

Washington DO 20460

{Py 703-803-8782

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 12:15 AM

To: Walker, Stuart <Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>; Edwards, Jennifer <Edwards.Jennifer@epa.gov>; Sands, Charles
<Sands.Charles@epa.gov>; McEaddy, Monica <McEaddy.Monica@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Dear Stuart, Jen, Charles, and Monica,
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{ am the RPM for the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard site. | would appreciate getting the latest EPA HQ
approach on this issue. Please see below the situation that | am in. The 5YR is due Nov. 8§, and the EPA
comments on the Navy’s draft Parcel G Workplan is due Aug 14, so | would appreciate your help.

Thanks!

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 9:03 PM

To: 'Banister, Stephen D CIV NAVFAC SW' <stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Cc: 'Janda, Danielle L CIV' <danielle.janda@navy.mil>; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>; Robinson,
Derek J CIV NAVFAC HQ, BRAC PMO <derek.i.robinsonl@navy.mil>; 'Edwards, Zachary L CIV SEA 04 04N’
<zachary.edwards@navy.mil>; 'Slack, Matthew L CIV SEA 04 04N’ <matthew.slack@navy.mil>

Subject: FW: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review + for Parcel G retesting Workplan

Dear Stephen,

| had talked with you earlier in this process and sent you the email below to explain that EPA’s expectation nationwide for
many years has been that the Five Year Review process will use the current version of the USEPA PRG Calculator and
Building PRG Calculator to evaluate the protectiveness of the current ROD RG’s for radionuclides. Before you were
assigned to be the RPM leading this process, | had since 2016 discussed this expectation with many of your Navy
colleagues. You and they had always verbally agreed that this would occur. In the July 9, 2018, draft Five-Year Review,
in Section 6.2.2. Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics, pp. 6-9, the draft does not address
radionuclides at all.

This analysis is especially crucial given that the Navy is about to embark on retesting at Parcel G through a highly
scrutinized process with high stakes outcome. This information is crucial for informing the workplan.

Please confirm that the Navy will perform this analysis in a timely manner.

Lily

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 9:43 AM

To: Banister, Stephen D CIV NAVFAC SW <stephen.banister@navy.mil>
Cc: John Sourial <john.sourial@errg.com>

Subject: Rad RG's RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Dear Stephen and John,

| wanted to pass this latest to you re rad RG’s from HQ. | had hoped to have more by now, but | didn’t
want to delay getting it to you in case it helps your process.

| know that you have the official documents. 've just been double checking interpretation w/HQ to make sure
that | have the latest versions straight. Judy told me that over her many vears of past experience, sometimes
interpretations get updated, and she recommended it's better to discover earlier than later in the process
before you have gotten too far.

The Parcel F Rad Addendum Jan 2017 had in Appendix 2 the EPA PRG Calculator runs. Those results showed no
difference in Navy action required vs. results from RESRAD.
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From: Walker, Stuart

Sent: Friday, March 9, 2018 9:53 AM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Cc: Edwards, Jennifer <Edwards.Jennifer@epa.gov>; Sands, Charles <Sands.Charles@epa.gov>; McEaddy,
Monica <McEaddy.Monica@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Any changes since 4/2015? RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Hi Lily,

Good question. I'm not sure, but Jen is the team lead for 5 year reviews, Chuck works a lot with Jen and does
deletions, and Monica is their colleague on 5 year reviews for federal facilities. | think they can better answer
your question.

Stuart Walker

Superfund Remedial program National Radiation Expert
Science Policy Branch

Assessment and Remediation Division

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
W (703) 603-8748

C (202) 262-9986

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 12:49 PM

To: Walker, Stuart <Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>

Subject: Any changes since 4/2015? RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

Dear Stuart,
Thank you for sending this several years ago. Hunters Pt is working on its Five Year Review. Has anything

changed since you sent this? (Besides the link being out of date now that EPA has been changing its website in
lots of places). | want to make sure we are following the latest requirements. Thanks!

From: Walker, Stuart
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 6:27 PM

Subject: RE: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

| had a few of yvou call or email. To clarify, when meant risk assessmangt, | should have clarified that if vou are
doing an a modeling run to see if old risk based concentrations are still protective, yvou should be using ERA's
currently recommended model which sre the PRG caleulators. 1 did not mean yvou had to do a full Blown risk

assessment document,

The end of my original message referenced Appendix G, in particular the flowchart Exhibit G-4, “Evalusting
Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics,” which shows the process vou should use to

ED_004747_00065707-00004



evaiuate the significance of changes in toxicity values and other contaminant characteristics when conducting
a five-year review, Also that Appendix G, Exhibit G-5, "Hypothetical Scenario for a Change in Toxicity,” and
Exhibit G-6, “Decision Process for a Hypothetical Change in Toxicity,” provide an example of the evaluation
process when there are changes in toxicity and other characteristics.

Appendix G can be found at this URL
htto://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/Syvear/appendices f-g.pdf

Below is 8 copy Exhibit G-4 and G-6 with some language yvellow highlighted.
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From: Walker, Stuart

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 4:32 PM

To: OSWER OSRTI Radiation Site Decision-Makers; OSWER OSRTI Regional Radiation Contacts; Brown, Ernie;
Garvey, Melanie; Fitz-James, Schatzi; Schumann, Jean; Schlieger, Brian; McEaddy, Monica; Cheatham, Reggie;
Bertrand, Charlotte; Indermark, Michele; Simes, Benjamin
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Cc: Scozzafava, MichaelE; Anderson, RobinM
Subject: Need for new risk assessment in 5 Year Review

| have received some questions about whether an updated risk assessment should be developed for a 5 year
review, since the PRG calculator has been updated. With the updates in 2014 to the PRG calculator, yes,
following our guidance you should do a new risk assessment for a CERCLA Five Year Review.

See Section 4, Question B, pages 4-1 to 4.9 of the 5 Year Review guidance.
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/Syear/guidance.pdf

Below are some excerpted language from those pages of the 5 Year Review guidance.

Exhibit 4.1: Three Guestions Used to Determine Whether a Remedy Is
Protective

Whan you pak..
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stions 10 Determine H Assumptions Upon Which the
s Changed
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